

















































• ’•• For vhatever sound or illogical reasons, opinions are all pervasive 
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throughout the scientific and informed lay communities that definite links 
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j-yhave been established between smoking and health. Moreover, the" psycho^ * 
' logical and political climate makes it extremely difficult to pu\)li^^^i| 
‘Isseminate critical reviews contrary to these beliefs, regardless of 
their merit. But, even if it were done, such a criticism simply would be 
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; i^^^^)vfc.buried by the avalanche of interrelated campaigns, claims, pressures/"and 
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^M^&nwstrieted propaganda. It’s an illusion to think that critical 
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automatically became known, rationally discussed, and properly accepted, 
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the area of smoking and health, nothing of this sort has taken place 'in r%f|p3jj| 



1 it"£. ■wr'TV'*:'?'_' t > 'tjf ' - J -' 


A-:;- 



v '?'’ 2. How to provide means to evaluate data bearing on some 
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. ^he prevailing climate of opinion must be frankly recognized as causing 
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obstacles to any determined reevaluation attempts. A number of possible 

measures that could help overcome these t obstacles are briefly discussed in 
Section C. ; : . ‘ = ^ - ^ ‘ 
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I major part of this investigation vos aimed at isolating alternative^p#l4 

5 ■ • •'■ '. ■• • ' • • ' ■■■■■.■■. ■ <• -•,^ivr.-..,-. i "inn' I' 

| V/r - ^.':^ ; ■ organizational structures that could provide an authoritative and public' ''-Sap 
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I ^fcrum and to assess the measures necessary to give impetus to their forma-^ 

* tion.' Only the most promising possibilities are described here. 
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V” . : ; r A.l The National Academy of Sciences ’ . ..,V ■ 

In many ways, the National Academy of Sciences is the most prest;igi^us^* 
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J ,_■>and influential of the American scientific institutions. Th'e'AcBd’e^'is" V %^^^^ 

’ • responsive to the government and specifically to White House initiatives 
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^ .• '. ‘ Requests for fact-finding procedures emanate from government sources and 
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are satisfied through action of the Academy or its affiliated councils and t 

. " V ' : ‘ ' • ' '^ w ' • ■■:••'-••-•• .• , 

institutes. Investigative actions may be originated also by the committees 
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v and institutes organized underneath the National Academy—standing bodies 


vlth responsibilities which they fulfill as need, pressure, and opportunity *J0sM 
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. arises. 

; I discussed the problem of a public review with a number of members of 
the Academy, scee of whom are in executive positions: 
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positions: '■ - 
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ig^P^^^^eontr-ov^sia 1 health issues (such as that smoking may be . 
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dangerous~t° health). ' Nevertheless, it would be difficult to 


.obtain any concerted action even though a number of members llfei 


might favor such an action. There is no good organizational • 
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X>:vhandle by which the influence of individual members can lead V 
"*•'to the formation of a study committee. A number of members 
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b. The suggestion was made by one of the members (Dr. Kalloveil ..'*• 
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Davis) that an anoronriate bodv of nhvsi elans and medio a! VXX 
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Davis) that an appropriate body of physicians and medical 
-V scientists who might organize a review could be the newly- ' 
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created Institute of Medicine. (He even had occasion to X. 

‘ . “ ' Dr. V ■ « 
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Home Secretary of the Academy.) ; 


discuss this possibility informally with Dr. Merle Tuve, ' v.Xs:V : XX^<| 
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The iMtitute of Medicine was authorized by Council only ’ ' w ' ' ^ 

y, recently (August 26, 1970). It is ambitiously conceived to • 

'. encompass all the Academy’s advisory services that are 1 
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concerned with health. It will probably encompass the 
present functions of the Board of Medicine, the Section on 
Medical Sciences, and various medical committees of the 
National Research Council. 
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While the newly-created Institute of Medicine would surely 
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be an ideal body to serve as a broad base for a review .• 
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fective vay to motivate the Acaieny to take up this 


v:-v'v''' ’ i> >'-. : - " /^■‘•According to Dr. Tukey, the Academy avoids action on the basis 
y>‘ ..‘•V' .V'r of nongovernment reauests or reauests from individual nolit- 


fulfill requests from key individuals in government, especially j# 
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through Congressional committee chairmen, (i had occa-" 


sion to discuss thi3 possibility with Dr. Davis also, and 
. : .‘ .ivV'^-.^^cocciirs that a desired response could be elicited from the 




,^;V' ’"i^ca&znrB that a desired response could be elicited from the 
•'■• , :*. : 'Academy through this avenue.} There are a number of Congres- 3 .’ :{_£3f^J^' 
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sional committees that ought to be interested very centrally 
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.in this problem (Agriculture, for one). ■■■”.' . •: itf'V*© 

. The Academy is quite free to form advisory committees as it sees fit $ 
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and select committee members vho are not necessarily members of the Academy. 
(For instance, I recently served on the Oceanography Committee.) Thu3, it 

■ would not be improper nor impossible to form a review group through the 
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■'•.•'■National Academy which would include not only members of the National Academy 
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>V" : '! QJ3.<1 the National Research Council but also individuals who may represent 
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■ ^£rf£k!vt&;'c -:*..the interest of the various groups and issues involved. •.;/••/,?’• 
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'■• The Acaden, y ma y be reluctant to'become directly involved in on issue %, 
which is too controversial. Nevertheless, it may be persuaded/to lend its~f 
.prestige to an effort undertaken pr imar ily through some other organization^'^ 

f or . instance, it »ay be possible for the Academy (through the office of its 
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"• P res ^^ en ^' indicate to some other group that a review may be worthwhile 
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: A.2 Usin^ Existing Statistical Organizations 
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■ v^?'/w':■’•■ ■••■'■•!”. ,r The problem of the association between cigarette smoking and health is 
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■basically one derived frcm statistical population studies. Offhand it would “4^ 
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. * 3 |<s; i-v;- 3 - -.■ appeal that one of the more reasonable locations for a review group may be 
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, vi ^ ln . th e statistical community. , ' :; 
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^4^.' P r ®blem of achieving such an end was discussed with Drs. J. Neyman,‘^S§f 
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.• ®* Scott, and J. Tukey on a number of occasions. >';r; 

;/■.: ‘,-rvvAlthough opinions on how to proceed were somewhat divided, there Ws 

general agreement that the issue was worth taking up. Dr. Neyman vaa ire 1 ine^ 
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more toward using present statistical organizations as a forum for exchange 
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of ideas and controversies while Dr. Tukey perhaps more rightly defined 
the major need as finding an "ombudsman". ^ i , 

There are two statistical bodies that may be possible sponsors——the 
International Statistical Institute, with headquarters in The Netherlands, 
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and the American Statistical Association. The three advisors agreed that 


it would be useful to contact the ISI. The ASA has sponsored Vcennittees 
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c' . .that have dealt with controversial situations (such as the statistics of 
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Dr. Neyman strongly recommended that the 1971 meeting of the 
^^^^■^jWaehington on Auguat^ 10-20, 1971 , include a panel on it£i program on'^&cii 
. the entire problem, existing data, and its political aspects could 
. discussed. (Dr. Morris Hansen, who is in charge of bringing the 1971 pro'-^^^^^ 
. gran together, indicated that the request for such a panel simply came too 
late. There appear to be no particular difficulties,' however,’ in providing 
' such a panel at a subsequent meeting. Incidentally, in discussing such a 
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panel with Dr. Joseph Berkson, he indicated that he felt the usefulness of ‘ : M$£ 
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such a discussion nov would be minimal. I do not share Dr. Berkson 1 s pessi-^^^^ 
"misa and feel that an attempt ought to be made to place a discussion of the^^^^ 

eiirarett.p/hf>n.l+.h «nd rpwnlunt'trm rvf -I + o iiot. tot «•*- * + _ ' 


\ > cigarette/health issue and reevaluation of its data before the IS I at its 

- next meeting in 1973.) ' % '- f ’’ v . . ' f v\ 

'■ ■' Dr. Tukey suggested that the problem of having ISI participate in^pro^^^^p 

vidln S a forum for a reevaluation of the evidence be put before* the"’sc^called^^^ 

•V;: 1 .- " Bureau of the 1ST. Since Mr. William Cochran is Bureau Chief, this matter 
■■-.■-* ........ - -■ .... 

vas discussed with him. fir. Cochran took up the possibilities of forming a 
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; review group at the lost Bureau meeting at The Hague (early in September, 1969 ). >; 




He discussed a sonevhat lengthy letter I had written him on this matter, in 
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which I pointed out that an open review of the health issue related to tobacco ' ;: - 




mey be indicated for many reasons but not easily accomplished, (included, • 

too, were the comments I had especially assembled in support of the fact that’^^«; 
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the present status of the health and smoking issue warranted reexamination 
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appended to this report. It is interes 
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interesting that Mr. Cochran did not dispute 


them.) I pointed out, too, that on the basis of an evaluation done by ; 
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' Washington University some two years ago, it would appear that this problem 
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'§mm£t*ov needs to be attacked on as broad a base and as publicly as possible to 
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- : ' assure a hearing for’its findings. ”y - V fyyf# 

Mr. Cochran discussed these suggestions with the Secretary-General of 

-• ^ ■ h >■ : /h:-nrV- r,;; V .-/• 

’ IS I (Dr. T. Verst ege), its Treasurer (Dr. M. G. Kendall), and the Director 

:: ' '• --''-.x y- ?:z ■;■*.'■ y '■ •• ■ • 

l i : y' of the Permanent Office (Mr. J. E. Lunenberg). The opinion was that the 
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problem I posed was, indeed, international and that its statistical aspects 
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’ ’'could well fall within the scope of ISI activities. However, they did not 



reach a judgment as to whether or not the review of the statistical data 


was within the resources of the ISI. Mr. Cochran, basing himself on his 
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experience with the Svirgeon General’s committee, expressed the opinion that 


the number of published and statistical studies was now so very large that 






the selection of the paper for review would require a substantial staff 




?jv?-’ .working for over a year. (See my remarks on this matter below.) 
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The ISI Bureau concluded at this meeting that the broad aspects of thejN^^ 
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;pyy ■'problem were biological rather than purely statistical and that a thorough ,! $55$g| 
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review would require major cooperation fiom medical and biological experts, 


Consequently, it was agreed that Mr. Cochran write also to Dr. Logan in 
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Geneva to ascertain the view of WHO on this problem. One possibility dis- 0p-^| 
cussed was that WHO and ISI might jointly supervise a review of the current 

. . . . . .. ?*«'•' J 

evidence. ’■ ' *•• 
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• The action of ISI, despite the initial unwillingness of Mr. Cochran to 

pxiroue this matter, points out quite clearly that such a body as the- ~ ; 
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.' International Statistical Institute in conjunction with the World Health 

^:*r- *• .- • •■ :■ ' ■ * ■■■■■• 

• Organization might yell become involved. This would al3o be true for the ? 
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' American Statistical Association. h -- T : ■ ■*{"''■ 1 
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’-i-V-- •'.■■■V-o' •".■ Mr. Cochran's attitude toward a review is limited to published articles 
IT.'.- • ; v ... 

yy fty f: He has in mind nothing more exacting than possibly interviewing their 
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' ./ authors—a procedure which I think can be shown to be invalid. However,' it 
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,;%is not impossible that ISJ[ and WHO could agree on a university-based revi 
f-v^Kot data. Also, there was no discussion of including individuals who are 
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r-based review 




not directly connected either with statistics or with public health and who 
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are concerned and interested in the-form or conclusions of any review mech 
‘ anism ISI and WHO might possibly come up with. But it may be that a demand 
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to include other relevant experts would not create exaggerated difficulties 




(Because of the general interest in this particular approach and because 
the individuals involved, I append copies of my correspondence with ."/■ 


’ ** ' ’ •' • • u ‘ .. 

Mr. Cochran. Please consider these personal and privileged communications 5 
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■4^" /vVyThe value of ISI as a review medium is, frankly, limited because “of 
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.. . • powerful influence Mr. Cochran wields in its Council. Mr. Cochran is deeply 

committed to the Surgeon General's report. It is likely that' he will resist :>pi 
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a more thorough inquiry on the statistical merits of presently accepted 




studies. The difference made by having an uncommitted executive officer of ,'Z 
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a Bociety examine the same evidence was seen clearly when the same problem 
was discussed with Dr. Robert Ferber, who is the present editor of the 
Journal of the American Statistical Association and serves on the board of 




the Executive Council of the American Statistical Association. Although the ;J 
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discussions with Dr. Ferber and subsequently with the executive director of 


vA the ASA took place early in 1971 and so are not really proper to the report 

this study, they shoved quite clearly that an uncommitted executive 

?: officer of a society con push with vigor and, indeed, help bring about a 
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’&M>^#^600d deal of cooperation. y. ■. /. 
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Y* A* 3 American Association for the Advancement of Science ' 
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YYYJLY— _^;V^l'The AAAS has been recommended repeatedly as a possible alternative to 
National.Academy of Sciences for sponsoring a review mechanism. It 
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®®y ve ^* that the AAAS actually is most representative of the scientific 
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’■.xi'i'&i?X ?‘ •' ’eommunitv as a whole. Its louran.1 . Re<enee. nnfl Athor nff^Hatod 


■ community as a whole. Its Journal, Science , and other affiliated publica 

-‘ r ' ■■■■ - ; ' •■' . . • • •'•. • ! ■:■■’;■'«•• &:.&> ' - ; . . - '4 

, tions have perhaps the widest and most diverse distribution among scientific 
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Journals. .The meetings of AAAS include .practically the entire spectrum of 




i:American science. Thus, the AAAS may represent a very attractive parent body 
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■■■•■ 'fcr a review forum. ‘ ; 

liS-iVV.?' ...t'-'f . The very heterogeneity and size of the AAAS also constitutes its dis-^^^^fi 


advantage. It is difficult to see how a review committee may be established 5§ 
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y^v • ^ that represents AAAS as such and not or.c of its minor constituent parts? 

■:? ■'. It does appear, however, that there is one special interest group within’^^ 
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AAAS that may well be thought of as moot representative of the entire organi-^^ 
zation. This is the special interest group on philosophy of science. ’* 
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la aaay ways the scientific philosopher is the rival of the statist!- ^ 
cian. The scientific philosopher deals more with the conditions of scientific " 3 


inference than does the statistician, who is concerned mainly with practical 
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procedures by which such inferences are evaluated. Because the philosophy 
of science deals with the general conditions of scientific activity, it has ~rv,,l 
a vide influence on all scientific areas. Also, while the influence of statis- 
tics varies among scientific subject matters and fluctuated in importance frcm*^? 

- . ■/vT' -■;■■■■ :M : : : 
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•‘0^4,4 - time' to time, philosophy of science exerts a steady background pressur^o^^g 
4444 ' - : 4 - ■ . iffcv,in iiV subVects. (Philosophy of 'science'j| 


rtSLt U involved the amoking/hcelth controversy end be .B^jre cggtir.J 

V.vto‘the ideas of evaluating previous work.) , Scienti £ ic .■ ph ^°?®^ e 5L^S^%i 
‘specialize ” in'many 'subject matters (such as biology , statistics 
lill^hmtv' : or physics) so that close contact exists with many fields of 


:ig%444 v'®/-" With this'in'mind, I discussed the possibility of developing ^reviev^ 
■IHIf" y ; mechanisms through the special interest group of, philosophy (actually 
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losophy of science) vithin AMS with Dr. R. S.‘ Rudner, vho is on 
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Governing Council of AMS as well as one of the most respected scientific^ 
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philosophers in the country. It appears that there are no difficulties in 


developing such a body but that the precise nature of forming such a review ^ 
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group would need to be discussed in same detail. Dr. Rudner agreed that 
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- ^’ : P ' . ^ P-P represent at ives from other areas, such as statistics, biology and medicine, 
•®-^^"and so on, could easily be included in a committee sponsored by this special 
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i easily be included in a committee sponsored by this spec 


/ ^interest group. (It was difficult to see, however, how outside interests 


•;f 


'or representatives not specifically part of the AAAS could be suitably , ■ ppg* ^ 


included,} .. 

. .. -... ..v a. : "•'■■•••■: ^ 

Matters were left at this incomplete state intentionally since Dr. Rudner 


indicated that negotiations with the AAAS executive are so time consuming 


* ■ — 7,/' 

that it would be better to approach AAAS leadership with a concrete proposal 
rather than with exploratory inquiries. He foresaw no difficulties in 


i-'- 


obtaining support for a wide range of possible formats under which a review ■ 


Ofr'JSK 


■ ■ - ■ ■ ■ ■ 

group could be established within AAAS. (The statistical societies. are 
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.YM represented on AAAS. ' The most influential member of that group is Y&Y: 

j—^v.v- \. •. . . . , • . , i. 

<■<** ::.C * ‘ ‘ •** . * •• •■ ^ \ •, * ; •• • * Y\ v • 
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\v:.Y : r'- Dr. R. Sitgreaves. However, there would be no need to involve Dr. Sitgreaves 

'ff'j *.-•*; ^ v ,V • ▼ « • .vr* *“ . f •••••.- ‘ v • . ... ;>• i - * •«*"*.*'. . •?-* a. 
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p or anyone else, until, if, and when a concrete proposal would be advanced 

•:- •* • • * • - **■ V * • - 

r j£ iP ,v”.r *• » N N 11 1 «N NT 111 N N * • ' • N • • 


'' It is also possible that Dr. Neyman might lend his very considerable pres 

YY■ . ■ ' ' ;• • Y.-' YV Y-.rYrYY 

tige as a statistician to such.an effort if it were done through AAAS.) p 
YYv.-v • • Y’Yy.YYYVY' vpr ■' Y: 

•'’In many ways the AAAS is the conscience of the American scientific 




community. For instance, when the Army's investigation of the effect of 

' j'Y:Y YyY YyvY 

defoliation in Vietnam was suspected to be a "whitewash", the AAAS formed 

YYY'Y.f Y'vY' vO--~vpY'.p. p ; ■ p. •; . V'... 




a committee to investigate the effects of defoliation as well as the Army's 



previous findings. The report of this commission went far toward reassuring 




ppf p'~f- p the scientific community that the problem was under proper investigation. 

While it may be difficult to persuade the Association to mount or to find ^ 
v'Y. --" ' an easy mechanism for a review, the Association speaks sometimes as the 


:rvi,yi .-**<■ 


voice of the American scientific community through its editorial column. 


<,I••• . -•• , 


'■ 'Y ® ie editorial column of Science , the journal of the AAAS, is extremely 

influential. There ore many aspects about the cigarette controversy which 

- T*'* *. \ • • ■ i 

t;"* ■ . ‘ - s ; .?-s j '.— 3".'- • .. r , >. t . * v .’..i’-l .. • .. - ',4.i. . ;• . - - ’ - •/ ■ “• . •’ 

Y Y could and ought to be aired as part of the AAAS's editorial position. Fore- 


•• most of these may be the pall of secrecy that has been cast over the relevant 

•• -. •= • . 

■p* VjtfT.' •* *j~ f .‘ - ; ’ ■ • . ’ tf'-. ... • «. . .• ....... • , *•; 


data by the American Cancer Society, 


;, sY" 


A.U Establishina: a Review Mechanism through 


Congressional Action 


The list of possible review bodies would not be complete without con¬ 


sidering the possibility of establishing a review commission through Con¬ 


gressional action. Special review committees and mechanisms can and have ’'"Y 1 


been created by act of Congress. For instance, rulings concerning labelings 


i -Nf - 


or registrations have caused considerable friction between governmental 

,• ■ ; V,-. - - Y‘. • 
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•«:>*«». a. They may file a petition and request that the problem of .•/ '££V * 


given' two avenues of redress in case of disagreement: • .• 

•quest that the pr 
Ivisory^committee, and . : 

b. They may request a public hearing. 

i;\ ■ : ... v -'.* v . ■' - i- ■. ■:• 

^ ' •; V. ' The Act specifies the review mechanism in detail as well as lays down 


- *: >/v>± 

.. 

• • • • i . .*• 
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-a number of specific recommendations for hearings. In addition, the Act 










gives the industry still another possibility of obtaining a Judicial review 


Hifeg 


in case of controversy concerning the validity of actions by the secretary 








of the advisory committee. According to the Act, the court then has exclu¬ 




sive jurisdiction to affirm or set aside the order of the secretary in whole 

N .v 






or in part (subject to review by the Supreme Court). 


Precedent thus exists for Congress to provide very specific directions 
for review and also to define the mechanism by which such reviews may be 








implemented. By and large, the existence of a well-defined review mechanisi ^^ ^^p, 

with authority to make pronouncements as well a3 recourse to Judicial actions 

.. - • - • -• ■ - • -- • 

would a-nnear to offer- a x>snnanent structure useful for examining claims • 
brought against the industry at any time. To my mind, the conditions for 

forming such a Congressional committee would exist provided the trials and 

■ ' • 

tribulations of the industry could be brought to public notice with suffi— '>c-: vV "•' 

• • . - •; ‘V. 1 ' . <, . ‘ 

■/: . ,;k- /' 

cient force and "drama”. The present dilemma in which the industry finds 

v■ V 

itself may well Berve as a basis for gathering support for such action. Moves "‘4 




leading to such action would also be reinforced when other review mechanisms 


. ioo5iii78a;;;«»s 
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'/y.s-.v V of the type I discuss' here have been encouraged. Finally, ve ought not to 

• .V- ••••••. • • vf;. • ■, r • .• •' •. • .-". v ,• .. .. - 

ff-. -v <• • ■ ••: • ’ ■• ' --■•'■ '•'• 

overlook the fact that other industries not only have a considerable stake 

. ■ v >' b"- ■ :: P ,V P^k'-vP '-V.pyp.:.: -■ ' --.Px ■ : l .\ ~ y- .V y 

the development of such Congressional action but are subject to many of ’k 

; : " " • " ' • ' ': -• ■' '/ 

'• ■'■■ ■ the some pressures. ' V''.--- \ ■■■;.•,. f/.. 
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B. FACILITIES FOR ANALYZING DATA 


'. -.•- V«; - 4 *" 


'Z&rj'Sf'...; * ^cy^< Reviews of relevant studies have been done before without necessarily’' 

' V.- ' \* -*V tSv-4:, • ,:J. . ....•• • • . •,. ■ ;-w .;.• • .• .. ■ --■ h **J* & 

■-'W::V;.i 7 V’.v . , ■ , - •.. : 
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■ resolving a controversy. The Surgeon General's committee is the outstanding' 


■* <*z ‘ 




V'^v 


example. The needed review mechanism must avoid the pitfalls into which 


. : . such efforts have stumbled in the past. ■ 


SkSj„ 

• ;v- ; -^..Perhaps the outstanding characteristics of the Surgeon Generali 

:, ...v T >, ,v,: 


such efforts have stumbled in the past 




,f. y: , 


committee's review procedure was that they examined the opinions of inves-\, 


tigators and not their data. It is true that the committee did not have 




v 'V'V 

' -'2. " ' 5f , ' : ’ 


./ r< .> /! 


the tools at its disposal to actually reexamine data. Since the committee 

■' .'V.;' .•I''-:,- -•'•-'r •'•■ • ’ : 

'was constituted one-sidedly of academicians who had academes’ natural '.’&•$&? 
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sV 


suspicion of industry, the interest of the industry or of other facets of 

. ’ •- 




the economy were not represented, so that "testimonials" by the numerous 
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advocates were not viewed in their proper perspective. (For instance, the il 




efforts of Hammond and associates have accumulated vast aggregates of data M 




on age and disease distributions, personal habits, and occupations— al 1 


• v 



relevant to the smoking and health problem; yet, only a meager part of these 


£&4it£j »• 


; data has ever been presented* The mass of information which has been &ssem—’ 


is.’. > ....... .... ... ,. . __ ■•■y.y. : , ...... 

"bled and could bear relevantly upon any observed association between 


and health remains buried* The committee was thus swayed by testimony and 
not by Hammond's data, which are still in thorough need of analysis.) . •.'. ''v 

A critical review of claims must be based on the critical review of 
data underlying these claims and on the proper evaluation and analysis of 
these multivariate data. 

One part of icy investigation, therefore, was concerned with answering 
two questions: •_ " 


'iO"M 

s. 

Mr.',. 

m 
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» - . . * -J*.' ■ J • *• 
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rV^V^i.'i'v^.;-^’, 


. v;, .-’ V. 


.«. 1 ,, «•* , V ■ < h , 


:SK-'V- : 
••• • 


■ *.-.r 1. Are there facilities equipped vith proper tools and competent'. 
■■;; personnel villing to undertake the analysis of existing (popu- 
.\ . lation) data? ' '/'v. t .;.■ 1 : 

'y : 2. What would be the approximate conditions and costs of such an 
. undertaking? 3 ■;. . ., 


i: 'arjMErvi 


yW y undertaking? *'» . . . , . . ;,^ 

It is almost requisite to locate the review facility within a nonprof 


institution such as a university. (Although there might be other suitable *fl 


nonprofit institutions, universities are preferable for many' reasons.)" 




. There are centers of competence in statistics and data processing in many 


universities. Many of these centers also have proper facilities to conduct 
what work may be needed. Sometimes such facilities are located within Depart-" 


ments of Applied Mathematics (as in the case of Washington University), in a 

- v* *-••/.. * - • . * • • : - •. ' \ • ■ Or** 

Department of Statistics or Experimental Statistics (as is the case in North 




, ••• •• -v. ' • k - ' •• * •• >; 

Carolina), in the School of Business (as at UCLA), or in the Department of 


; • . .. • • y; •• , .... . l « 

Preventive Medicine (as at OSU). Very often adequate facilities may be 


found in multiple centers such os the Department of Economics, School of 

•." h ~ • - • - v-.'- . 

Business, School of Public Health, etc. ^ 

....... ..u . \ " . • . ■. ’ . : ; 

■ . For practical purposes, I investigated the possibility of forming one 


V^x j.iivcDi/igtu,cu une possiDixity or iorming one 

such center within the University of California at Los Angeles and another 

- •" ' • •../ ’ 

at Ohio State University at Columbus, Ohio. ' : •' •'- 


The principal investigator and senior individual in charge at UCLA v.""'V-fiik’"."' 

"v'-O/ 

would be Professor R. Clay Sprowls. Professor Sprowls has published a ' 55'- 

.rWU., 

widely-known text on business statistics', a large number of papers combining ^ 

• h* 

both statistics and data processing topics, and a number of books in data 

processing. He is also an influential member of the School of Business and ^ 

. ■ * •' • • 

the University. The School of Business has facilities of its own (under the ' 

•, • ...... . - ,. : 
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direction of Professor Sprowls), as well as access to the large computer on '' 

campus. Professor Sprowls, as senior investigator, would obtain help^froif'"^ 




other members of the faculty, drawn from the Department of Statistics or 
the School of Public Health, who would work under his directioiL Each of 


such individuals would give varying parts of his time. (The enclosed bud -[K 

;■■ \7 ’J*.--■ .A?- "7*-• ^ ! v -.#\V &;/• iv-V.*'■ v*' * ■' v# \~Ji\ . • r iy -. i ' J 7*.ir 7 - J/7- ■ 

get expresses the total time involved as that of three senior investigatorsV 


•• ^ 


each devoting fifty per cent of his time, although the number of investiga -" T: \ 


- r -> > *s : ' • -C* 1 ‘V:;'. ; ;• V ;?'■ 

tors and their contributions may vary.) 






The principal investigator and senior individual in charge at OSU 


W.s 


would be Professor John Schulte, M.D., D.Sc. Professor Schulte is well 

' " - ■ t’-j‘ : 'if.-. 

known for his work in the Navy (he retired as a Captain in 1967) on the 


living conditions inside (nuclear) submarines. (He was a close associate 


•of Admiral Rickover.) He has written what many have considered a classical 
'•s 7' ' ■ .. • . • . i •' ' 

paper on the effect of low exposure levels of carbon monoxide on h uman V 

-'.-s ^ • :••• ::-a7v'-';4v^^ 

behavior. At this time he heads a considerable research effort investigating ‘7%-y- 


•the effect of prolonged exposure to sulphur dioxide on human subjects.' The ' 

•■••;■ j-.v.. ■ . • . .... .... v * 

Department of Preventive Medicine at OSU also has three biostatisticians as 
well as its own computing facility. ' ^ ;7'' 


■w^fS 


A budget that was acceptable to Professor Sprowls (and, after unofficiax^^^ 


discussions, to the university) is summarized on the next page. The budget 


r* 


is determined by the size of the Job and computed exactly as if it had been 




presented to any public foundation. A number of explanations regarding the 


h*v ■ 


budget may be in order. The three senior investigators (who have been men- ‘ 


tioned before) represent the full-time involvement of the equivalent of 


& 


roughly one and one-half faculty members. The additional $7,000 for con- 


■■ • * ' 


suiting would be utilized to obtain help, interest, and advice from resource 


. . .; ^ \ r> 


-7^ 

f *. 
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Estimated Yearly Budget for a Review Project at 


■,, = ;-C ?:«*■ ; rj. 






DIRECT COSTS: 


y. -yr --V^i 


Personnel: 


3 Senior Investigators (50? each) 


1 Programmer 

.■'■!?-V,■ ' • 

1 Secretary-Clerk 


( 100 ?) 

( 100 ?) 

' ■ ';v . - ' 




- ■ y-' i? 1 '- - 

- - 1 Extra Compul 

. ’: - .' . - ."5' V ‘*V A t V - . " ^ ■- 'i' : ' l ~. - . v - 

TOTAL DIRECT COSTS 


. 1 A; 4 Graduate Assistants ($3,500 & Tuition 

. | 1 .( '-<■<& Summer *» $6,000) 

Total Salaries and Wages •. ...,.: 

•^Fringe Benefits (ll? of Salaries and Wages) 

Consultants 

Supplies and Equipment ■•>■■■ 

, Purchase of Data - v■ : 

Telephone • ; ’ • ’ ’. ./ ■■■ 

\ Travel 

Computer Time ■ . ' 

1 Extra Computer Terminal 


INDIRECT COSTS (UU? of Salaries and Wages) 


TOTAL COSTS 


a University’ 

$ 54,000.' ;■ .r^ ; 


■ 10 , 000 . 

- a .. id-:.-y'*& 


c ooo 




24,000. 

$ 93,000. 

' '' 10 , 230 . 

7,000. * .*. 

... . '' ' I? r 


li 500 

, h ,?w. ..•►=•.•*•• 


• ■ 2 , 000 . 

•.-'■-’•■A;.:.- . -y 

. 1,500. ' : 0^ 


“ -or.;'; '■ 




2,500. 

50,000. 


g.°oo- 
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$172,730.' 
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\ ^ persons outside the University. Graduute assistants make up an important '’SS 

£:.'''-‘-v .-■ ::£.■■■'■: ....-. ■ •• ••••••• ! > 

.A ^ • v. - - -•<..■ •" ■■• - . ••.- ..,. • * ’ , - * v*:*' 

/-■y ^■ ,v. part of any university involvement. They learn from problems on which they ? 




-;y* 


"r\: work, and very often carry the major load of the work 


r*’”:-"One large budget it* 

J/ -wyy-r,- • 


item is computer time, which is absolutely necessary. 




-,tr; ^ ^ ~7 ^ 


.^^wlation by automatic equipment.) . --'>v: •' ; 

v y / •. ' v.. • rj 

Hov much actually could be performed by facilities of the'type* 

v... . - 

'U,- "described here? v.'..-v ■ ' ■ ■ ; 
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i V/-,c : ' Based on the-experience gathered by Drs. Sprowls and Schulte and by ^ 

vk- • .•• ■..■>;■;/'• -'V. ‘ 

myself (especially during analyses of large multivariate survey data" aggre-^ 

: -v’. ^ 

?;^vVv;^r ;:- gates), we estimated that, for example, a satisfactory analysis of Hammond's 





data (both major survey studies) could be done in no less than one and one— 




W-- : 


half years and a review and analysis of the household interview data in 


... -j..,.. 


j household interview data in 

. ....... . ,: •" . 

one-half to three-fourths of a year (since these were already partially - 


__...... ' % Cl .:',V J . ' V * 

arranged in a previous analysis). Taking into consideration the need to 

: -• . i t __ - . . . ,. .. . .... 

• •• i: -'.* ■•■'■> '«=•%-., y i-'■■■'- /'■. v-X- 

4- /r/%1 ' aVI.J- -__(_J_v «* 9 J « ^ - : - r 




tool up, obtain physical possession of the data, and set up channels of " 

■ • -. r . \ • -.:5: 

communication, such centers need to be funded for a period of at least three 




years. Of course, other analyses of a lesser magnitude would be conducted 


, ... ... . 


y,i (' 7 . 1 ? 


simultaneously (such as the reviews of some of the mortality studies that 


'' Kh--~3> 


involve relatively simple data collected in a few counties over a relatively 
short tina span). 


. ' - v * • .-s -• - 

• v. 

.:.:v^V 


After the discussions of these problems with Dra. Sprowls and Schulte, ^ 


'an event occurred which introduces a significant note of caution. Subse- C/T 


quent to stating his willingness to collaborate through his department, ^ 


Dr. Schulte brought this matter up to the dean of the School of Public 


r ^m ■> 
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Health (of which Preventive Medicine is one department and which houses ^ 
'hio laboratory). The dean indicated his unwillingness to participate in 
vsuch a study at present. In fact, he is at this time pursuing a V<jry 
strong anti-cigarette campaign at the Ohio State University'campus. ^This" f 
does not necessarily mean that cooperation of OSU could not be obtained;" 
but, it should be kept in mind that Schools of Public Health may be loath 

AAAo -• : A-■ >'\ ..".. 

to cooperate in any review project. ^ 


i' 

r •*. <v.. 






• > t ' - 

Av~ 




>v 

v'c : 




A'ArS’lipS 

:‘ c 

, . . •; - 
' . * r ''-' i j t*'' c' 

- *>v 

■' , ■• ■ - 'O':- • - ■ 

“V:.v;/ • 7^^^; 

• “V... - /A 

■ . « :_;V \ .Vo « 

: Vr-"'' " • '■ V 
,';•<>r 

: r '£‘- j •■' -' -wtfAk 

• '•• - •* - 'A*r % ;'vV 7 /* 


:’V*V'<C5r*. :*w. 
. \ -V 0/ x 


>'-V 

■ © .-A 

P V- 

{2..V 

>J 


: -^qurS-&: httj3s;//www.indUstrydoc 




, - •vS4$-?4 

. “ s'"' A- '-d£' 

■mW&'M- 






• 

; .•> : /-'AV 






V ’, ; - - ' 

.. l: ;i , _:< • 

.. - 20 - . 






. ( '"j- 

• < -V:. ;■'/ AvlbA-A-i ..." 

: : 5r.v* : v> : ■;: ; ■ ^>. 





•« 




«.4?/-eSjr 








C. THE SMOKING AND HEALTH ISSUE 
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Even under favorable conditions, it is difficult to counter claims 
- - • niade in the literature about the ill effects of a particular set of condi- 

-■■■••■-- . irv ••• : v.. ~ 

^ tions. _ With respect to smoking, there are immense difficulties in obtaining" 
: ‘«ny 'hearing at all, and the effective dissemination of results of any 1 ^^ 

critical evaluation is faced with serious obstacles. It will take extra-"'; 

' •• 'r. ^■ n :'L. t : ' >•. ■- .. v~ •■:;■. ...•• *••.•/.. • " 

K -- • ordinar 
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There is a remarkable uniformity in the reaction of scientists who 


are not in fields related to public health and biostatiLstics toward the ' ?1!; 
proposed reevaluation of the smoking and health issue and the challenge of 


SA?-'A 




widely-accepted claims. There appears to be a uniform belief that links 

. . ’ 


between smoking 


imoking and health have been demonstrated. One meets with surprise \3pf|£ 
that legitimate and reasonable questions may be raised at all about these ]0- 


links. However, after discussing the various events in the history of this 


- if' 


controversy with a number of well-known social (and other) scientists, I v 

• : ~i -sc-d-y 


8111 certain that this general belief can be challenged and changed if proper 




steps are initiated. 


* - . - ■ •'A i 


I had occasion to investigate to some extent some of the avenues along 


v*)3 


which a concerted effort ought to be exerted. . 

. One especially useful suggestion came from Dr. Robert E. Lane (Fellow, 
Woodrcw Wilson International Center for Scholars; President, The American 

1 r '■ 

Political Science Association; Professor, Department of Political Science, 
Yale University). Dr. Lane suggested that it might be veil worthwhile to 
stimulate investigation of the ’’politics" of science which played such a 
role in forming views concerning this important public health matter. As 
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■"■■■■ Dr. Lane "become familiar with the events accompanying various developments ^ 

‘ V',\ ■; • .rvy :• j _ . .■ _ ^ ; „ . . .. ; 
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U‘ ; - "-.in the cigarette/health controversy, he saw in it an area of study to which j 


. . - tv-".' ' v :• V ' L v.. 


political scientists and sociologists had paid very little attention before 
^ [ Problem of how public health decisions are formulated and'methods by ^ 

. vbich public opinions are manipulated are a legitimate subject of scholarly 


■V # 


investigation. In the present instance it would be most revealing (to a 

1 atxt-a nnrt nf +.he> A + 
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. w large part of the academic community) if the origins of the present situa-"*^^^^ 
r ^-/--'3 v • : ;tion vere thoroughly investigated and findings given'wide dissemination.^ 

‘4*1..^'.;. . Thus, a possibility of initiating studies of the political and other factors^^^^ 




present in. the cigarette. Bmoking and health controversy would seem to offer 

■ ....... ,.... . V K»< 


a premising means to open the whole issue to reexamination under conditions ; 


"• t 1 ' 




that would make it possible to evaluate'existing evidence fairly 
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tunately, Dr. Lane and I could not discuss this matter long enough to c om e 

- - - • ........ ... 


to a conclusion of how such studies may be initiated. (We expect to continue 
this discussion in the future.) - ;i 


There is yet another large segment consisting of scientists and business- “'i?' 

' •..•‘.V-.'S.-v:. ' • .. • 
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men who, while not really familiar with the cigarette and health issue (and 
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thus share the general belief and opinions concerning the status of this 
problem), would be very responsive toward an open discussion and reevaluationu^ll! 
Many industries maj' respond quickly and with understanding to relevant 
information. For instance, during discussion with a number of management 
and scientific representatives of the pharmacological industry, it was 
strongly suggested that the entire matter be aired in the Journal for Clinical "' 
Pharmacology . (The editor of this Journal, Dr. Valter Modell, has been . ”V ' 
acutely aware of many problems similar to those that have beset the cigarette - 

companies. Also, the offer was made (and tentatively accepted) to present 

• , . - ...... ...... . .. . .. 

. ■■ ■ ■ ■ : 1005111792 

. .. . . .^ • 2C- 

. :. Squ$g§:. https://wyvvy.industrydocuments.ucsf,edlJ^c^ir^|)^^ 


the problem connected with critical review at the next meeting of the 

Pharmacology Manufacturing Association—however, at my suggestion, the 

4'b' “ - . . .-I:"-V" v • . W . ' •' -■ • .. > : -v'V: • 

presentation may he enlarged to a panel which will deal with the need for 

an open inquiry covering a wide spectrum of industrial and health problems 
This ready response of one industry would indicate to me that there are 
many potentially interested groups who would help in developing proper 
review mechanisms providing the effort is made to inform them of the condi 

•SJ 1 *■ ’ '/( '■•’AyA'f ■* •• V- l . VV ' V S..;. .t»;-fa’ v/.y ■„ ‘ • 

tion vith which the cigarette industry is now faced.'* : & 

1. However, it is clear that these suggestions are more suitable to ■' 
establish a more acceptable.atmosphere in the long run but less so for . 1 
forcing the cigarette issue to the public consciousness at this time. - j 

One perhaps somewhat radical method that could possibly yield quick 

and startling results would be to ask a number of scientific editors of 

-v- - - ■ i ‘" ••• • *-- - - 

more influential papers (New York Times, Newsweek, Time, Wall Street Journal , yy*| 

etc.) to a meeting in which the whole issue would be aired. Such a meeting 

'■ 7’ by", ' • • •• 
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should stress especially the recent 


it events in the Hammond/Auerbach study 

-■ ■ ■ •••■ ' ►: • —. ^ 

'round of interrelated! interests ‘hetveen 


and put them in the specific background of interrelated interests between 

the ACS and some of the editors and other persons of influence in scientific*^^^ 

A 1 n 1 a f m an A - _ J _ X f J 1 1 . .. ' '' ' ‘ 


Journals. (Close associates with whom I was able to discuss such a sten did^ifte$ 
not think this measure too unsuitable. Some of them (such as Dr. John Schulte) "—f 
outrightly endorsed such a strong measure as being desirable to dramatically -P 

bring the total issue to public attention.) . • : 

, .'.VAh-^S 

There is yet one final facet of this problem to which close attention 

■ ■ 5 

should be paid. Some of the individuals involved in the smoking and health Crt 

controversy act increasingly as if the rules and ethics of science do not 
apply to them. Such actions are expected to generate resentment in the 




scientific community. Although the occurrence of unethical and improper 
events do not reflect in any way on the merit of the case raised against 
cigarette smoking, they may be U3ed as precipitating events for generating 


more general discussions on the weaknesses of the so-called established 


evidence 


Source: https-//wwwJndustrydoquments.ubsf.edu^^cs/klnkC)jODO 
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‘/A'/.•': .The correspondence vith Professor Cochran is included as an item of ;; 

- A'^'-sy.'47c7, ,v7:-V7,.7 : o •• ./■ • ' ■>7-47;4 > 7 

-/ . .. 4 general interest. A copy of a summary, which I found useful to circulate 

7 ' 44 . . -• ■ •.'.>•■ .. ^ 4 ;. 

M ? ;‘- 1 among some of my colleagues and to individuals who are not familiar in any 

5 .;->' . y- ' ' ■ ■■: "■■• • :-'4 

-V”,v detail with the cigarette smoking controversy, is enclosed also. 
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Professor Wally G. Cochran 
Department of Statistics 
Harvard University ' ---■ 

2 Divinity Avenue 
Boston, Massachusetts J 

.,•• -■\.-V fv' : *i * -M v \*'Vvy ^ -j 

Dear Professor Cochran: ■ 
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■ Professor Cochran: 

k you for your courtesy in considering the tiresome problem which I 
.t to broach to you. . ; ' ‘ ■■;. 7 -;.■ •'\.. 


Thank you for your courtesy in considering the tiresome problem which I am ‘ 

, about to broach to you. ,/•;.*' ‘ ■■;. 7 -;.?.•■ \.. 

Jerzy Neynan first suggested, and John Tukey agreed, that it might be 
'•useful to explore the possibility of having ISI provide a forum for a !’. 
current discussion of the tobacco and health issue. I take this oppor- 


oppor- 


tunity to provide you with the information which night be useful for the 

Bureau in considering this suggestion. • •;’’.••• <••' •>'•' -- - • • 

.. • . - ,.-= . ... y >• ' ' . ' • " " 

. •. ••••■'•. . • ' • ' - 

For many reasons, a situation has been reached in which open review of the 
health issue relating to tobacco may be indicated but not easily accomplished. 
(While it seems, offhand, that the public nature of scientific data and the 
opportunities to review are "inalienable” rights, the recent story of • 
tobacco and health cay chew that this is just not so.) I include a set of - 
my Comments which would make it appear that sufficient conflicting evidence 
end problems exist to warrant a reexamination of this issue. The political *•;>;.••* 
.climate that scena to exist makes questioning 3mol;ing and health data by 
individuals inadvisable, and it may be imp os sib le to obtain a proper hearing 
for dissenting views regardless of how well they may be substantiated. 1. 




On the basis of an evaluation done by Washington University some two years t |fPiip£ 
ago, it would appear that thi3 problem needs to be attacked on as broad a 
base and as publicly as poscible to assure a hearing for its findings. 

Again, you will find enclosed with this letter the final report of on 

advisory committee that dealt with precisely that issue. / 


I an not so sure that the 131 would have the facilities to actually work 
with existing data. Rather, I should think that a consortium of univer¬ 
sities is required to accomplish the detailed inspection and analysis. A 
committee of ISI would provide the authoritative direction for Vnat work is 
to be undertaken and furnish the forum for discussion and for dissemination 
of whatever conclusions the review of data may lead to. Would it be 
possible to develop such a review body with the aid of ISI? 


S ’ 

H> . 

f* . V; 
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Jerzy Neymon suggested that some airing of the issue be attempted dt the 
forthcoming Washington meeting. I shall discuss this natter- with Dr. Hanson. 
However, I thought it might be well if you were advised of that also in the 
event the Bureau might wont to consider the possibility of having an open 
discu33ion panel devoted to this issue. 
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Professor Wally G. Cochran 
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vould ol3o appreciate it i 


'// //// 
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. ■ . • ; y..' ■■■ • •_ ..vf . • - •„. 

August lU, 1970 
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if you could advise me of 30 :ne alternatives by ’ 

^^rf^^^-ft'vhich'' a proper review forum may be constituted. ' For instance, 'would 18I.v|p 
"more willing"to participate in forming such a forum if it were done 
:%^^^j- iV ith the cooporation of another 


advice in thio matter will be 






/t 


her group ouch os AAA37 .Ucedle33 to sey, any/ 

e moat welcome. ■" frv' •;•>•' 

•-» •. . ... ■ .... *. ••• ■..'. ■••■■ •..•■■ ;u!',5s»® 

:f&■' 0% ?r f'i-i K'vJ^ ■ ■•■ V ■ '■'■■’• ' ;• ■ 


pl&n to be in Holland oometimo between September 11 and l6. Perhaps'it 
^^^^f: v ' ou l d be possible for me to discuss this matter with the staff of ISI? 


■mmWm (Although I shall leave this country at the end of August, I can always 
;3c^^^febo.'reached through my secretary.) ^ &■ 
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'HARVARD UNIVERSITY 


DtFARTMhNT OF S TATilTRS 


Room 311, 2 Divinity Avt. 
CaMOKIIXR, MAStACHUSI TTS O2I38 


September 3, 1970 


* 


ii»« Corn. 6 '7 .' ' 
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I. Em. 0584 • : 
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•:■ .’iDr. T. . Sterling /- v ' . • ; 

■Department of Applied Mathematics . . * 

and Computer Science . " ■ - , <7 ' 

>/> Washington University 

. ■ A St. Louis, Missouri 63130 " ' • u . 

•■•• ft ' T-, • '.Vvv-'::' - ■■•'■■•,'. ■ " 

*, ^tj^&^uvDear Dr. Sterling: •. ... 

‘ si -‘ T : |i. -o .> • ■•,,■''.'•••■ ■ ; 

Jg^flST^In The Hague I discussed your letter of August 14 with 
jjithe ISI Secretary-General (Dr. Verstege), Treasurer (Dr. M.G. 
Kendall) and Director of the Permanent Office (Mr. J.E. 
Lunenberg). Their opinion was that this problem (the effects 
'°f smoking on health) is international, and that the statis- 
tical aspects could fall within the scope of ISI activities. , 
;,i YThey did not, I think, reach a considered judgment as to 

\ v '' whether a review of the statistical data was within the re- 

•'i' : sources of the ISI. (From experience on the Surgeon General's 

Committee I gave them my opinion that the number of published 
statistical studies is now large, and that the selection of 
papers for review and the subsequent review would require a 
substantial staff working for over a year. I don't think 
_ they felt well enough informed on this issue at present either 
to agree or disagree .with- my opinion). - “vt,- . 

•' ; . c. : • .. • •. ■ ' • - 

'• We all agreed!, however, that in its broad- aspects the 

5-problem is biological rather than purely statistical and that 
s.a thorough review would require major cooperation from medical 
’and biological experts. Consequently it was agreed that I 
^writeto Dr. Logan in Geneva to ascertain the views of W.H.O. 

^ on this problem. One possibility is that WHO and ISI might 
;■ jointly supervise a review of the current evidence. If any 
'action should be contemplated, I will consult the complete 
.. Bureau of the ISI as well as the above group of its principal 
officers. - - . . 
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I expect to be in touch with you when there is anything 
further to report. _ 
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Sincerely, 




o C J v.T^ 


W. G. COCHRAN 


u. ■ 


WGC:ac 

cc. Mr. J.E. Lunenberg 
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concerning your-inquiry from Dr. Logan. 

||§|l||i^.'*5# • \ --f *4* 

Thia letter ia directed 
on the Surgeon General 1 

ficient staff to review the evidence that has "been presented in the 
literature. However, I do not think that it would be sufficient to 
stop with that. There are a number of large data files that'form the 
crucial bastions of evidence and that are in thorough need of^critical ' v 
reanalysis and review. I don't see how this can be done without the 
cooperation of a well-equipped computational facility. Thus, to my mind, 
the effort required by a possible WHO and ISI effort would have to concern 
itself with laying down policy and drawing final conclusions with the - 

actual work of analysis being done under the auspices of two or more 
participating univorcities. 4S#§| 

I thought this point wa3 worth mentioning in view of your own remarks and 
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hope that you will consider it. y. ■ -.y*... 

?: •< •..< '•; •> .• • - Sincerely vouts . ’ “ ■ • r 




.. v : 


Sincerely yours, 


.'^t-VTV v '.r. 






Theodor D. Sterling 
Professor 
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Some Comments on the Negative Evidence Concerning a Link 


'xU'V Smoking and health is & terribly complex topic. -I-will attempt 

aV-V’V little more here than summarize some of the high points about datac< 

c v,- -..v'-v - ^ iS-KOSS# 

__i.j__j jj _it..j. _■ • _ i j" .. . . . •?* 



> r .* 




possibly some widely publicized epidemiological studies have been subjected 
. to inappropriate analysis so that some concern exists about the validity 

v-tV"\ ■ , " ,s l ;<•'•?:•.'.-«•••• : - ■/ ;' .'•'•’•*••;•' ' x . •• '•.-• j-- ' - 

--.conclusions based on them. (References have been included only for 
.specific studies or items that are sufficiently particular or not well 
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. known.) 


Population Studies 





. Claims of an association between cigarette smoking and health effects" 

(both mortality and morbidity) lean heavily on results of population sur- J*Mi$££§: 


v. 

.v-iv.j' ■ ;• 

A - '' 

Jc'i.v tjrt- - - 
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Siitv/.V'J .‘f 1 : 


veys. There are, indeed, studies in which smokers experience a higher 


.“'' prevalence of disease than do non-smokers. : AI 30 , in general, smokers"of 

.*■1 ■ I'ssanv el £rar*»tt. QVirr_r caaon +Vinr» wA^ovio+a U 
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many cigarettes tend to show more disease than moderate smokers. However, 


existing observations often are extremely confusing and there are many " . 
observations that tend to negate outright a conclusion that smoking (espe- 

cially in moderate amounts) is a primary cause of disease and disabilities. 

■■ , ...... 

I have listed below a number of striking examples of contrary evidence: ' ivT 


There are large differences in the geographic distribution of both 
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smoking and health patterns that are completely unrelated to each other : 


Good detailed and reliable data are hard to come by in this field. The ^ 


. jr* ' : 
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7 ; be o t statistics on smoking, lung cancer mortality, and other illnesses 
■’}£''■y;r'. ! f ---. ' are primarily available only for populations of vhite, Eu r ope an st ock» ^ In^ 
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"and other illnesses 


; .l^^^^)'^lations in different countries are unrelated to differences^in lung cancer 


• occur in Austria,' Czechoslovakia, England, Scotland, end Wales. * v ’The .United I Sffl &ffi 

: lS^^SSr^'’-v^ r '’ : • ''-: 

; States, Canada, South Africa, Australia, '^and^New^Zealand report a 

; -* '' lune cancer deaths that is smaller by a magnitude. ‘The lowest lung cohcer^^^^s^ 

: ... ■ 

j j are in such countries as Italy, France, and Israel (ll, 12).Yet,per 

. \' _ ■: capita smoking rates are, by far, the greatest in the United States, Canada 
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£ ^77'.South Africa, Australia, New Zealand, and Israel, 1 considerably lower in 

’ .’■■'■ ' - v ♦ • -• : -'■••' • •••-•••v- , v-- '• / •• - £■- >:■%■ '&'&., 

; vv'v England and France, and perhaps lowest in Austria and Czechoslovakia. , mm 
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Lun^ cancer mortality for migrant populations falls between the rates 

' 1 r 1 [ 1 11 ' ' ' '^' .... i -- ■ 
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•• -‘jK^''-&/■ -. .•'' in country of origin end new host c ountry: -This observation has been estab- 

-•f'v^ . lished predominantly for English migrants to the U. S,, Canada, South Africa, - '-Vr; 

;' X: . Australia, and New Zealand. It has also been observed for Jewish popula- 

■ ; -; . ; . • r ^; i; v >;. •. 

: . . . tions in Israel, the United States, and Canada and for Italian immigrants 

^^l?l^;ito the United States (2, 3, U, 5, 8, 10). The smoking rates and prevalence 

.’ir .•/ -'■ CrT Inner ('Anoi»m An^n cr rrt /rrenta «Vi/»n /'rvumovAd +r\ nHior irfrnma ond r.nf ^vao 




of lung cancers among migrants when compared to other groups and natives ^sjp 


often are completely reversed—the lightest smokers may report the largest 


death rates and vice versa (see 7 for example). Also, the shift in lung 


cancer deaths from origin to host rates in the migrating population is of 


extreme interest. 




Lung cencer mortality appears to have leveled off by 1955: Some 


investigators suspected as early as i 960 that prevalence of lung cancer 
was beginning to level off. Recent findings have verified that for • 
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' ; '• younger and middle-aged population groups lung cancer rates have defi-" 

-V ' =.<- - • >•■:■;:•/* \ : i[ . - ', v ' .' 

^.'VfVh;• nitely stabilized since 1955 • (They are still increasing for older ages 
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Ibis observation is extremely important since smoking rates, especially '.iff Eg 

.v^v-r- 5 , .-y- ***••■•■ y. 
i ' for ycunger age groups, have steadily increased since 191*5 and hove shown ***** 



Studies report contradictory findings: For instance, a recent study ‘ Am? 
* ' on smoking and lung cancer differences among ethnic groups in Montreal '-.'MW* 


mm.*, ■ finds a comparatively low rate of lung ceuicer among Jewish men who smoked 

: : . ‘ <: :■ - - ,- ,.:t. :•» ; ■ , " ' ' : ' 
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less than other males. On the other hand, Jewish women turn out to have tj 1 "" 
the highest lung-cancer-rates among women, and yet they also smoke less ’ll® 
than any other ethnic group. Similar contradiction exists among English 
males ( 7 )* (It is not known how many studies which fail to support that 








cigarette smoking causes disease never see the light of day. I do know of ' 

• ; . • : ', ;,'V '• V 

at least one such paper.) v : ;■ v; K: -^v ■i'S ' S : 

. There is a consistent difference between sexes in response to smoking : 
Females have consistently lower lung cancer rates than males, even when 
smoking amounts are held constant. Even more disturbing is the lack of 
difference between female smokers and non-smokers with respect to reports 
. of morbidity. -r! 7 ••' • •' - v .••• 
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* Occupational differences; There is a large’ difference in the inci- 
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dcnce of lung cancer among occupational groups, heaviest incidence is 
among steel, coke oven, asbestos, and most workers who are exposed to dust 
or irritating fumes. Smoking is also heavy in these groups. What would S • ^ 


be the lung cancer rates without these groups? 
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3» They affect almost all 

» {A* * ■ . <■* V * v V- V*J . • V, t ' . 

t-l v ■ - : : ;1' ' ■/ ' -. ■ 


(There are yet other anomalies. For instance, lover death rates are reported 
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' for smokers vho inhale than for smokers who do not.) 
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' Boas Claims are Based on a One-Sided Selection 

of Evidence ••'./.•; v : . 

i, ~ '- '—v '.. ’ - 

tA” Analyses of data are never easy. Many precautions must be taken to . 
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eliminate the bias of the observer or experimenter and to ensure that the u ,. ; ,v V;T 
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same conclusions could be reached by a panel of disinterested experts'.' 

■ -■ ■ •. 1r i 1 ■ ‘. w r : 


Unfortunately, this is not the case in some publications presenting evidence3ft§§ 
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that smokers have more disease than non-Bmokers. I list three examples: r$M.. .. 

'. f '- ' ■ •• ■•••- - - i r ?. ' r .■ ' 

.. Critiques of smokins; studies are largely ignored : During the late 

.. ' ■•••'' w&Wz'zi'i 


1550'5 and early 19 ^ 0 's a number of papers were written pointing out serious : 
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flaws in the early smoking and health statistics. These critiques, authored 
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by Sir Ronald Fisher and by Joseph Berkson, have never been acknowledged, Vvv r ;S : 

\f4&$ 


the mistakes in sampling and analysis pointed out by them never corrected, ■- 

- 

and the findings of the studies criticized by them have been used over and r ! • ' 

’ . \ /_ ' •* '■ 

over again without any reference to these reviews. Of special importance 7v .-^.L 

is Berkson’a contention that the anomalies in the mortality data (see above) ; 
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are evidence that the study samples (especially those selected by He^o^d^|^ 

using volunteers of the American Cancer Society) are not representative •$&" 

' - ■ '■■ .'■ ■• • '• 

of the U. S. population and that the observed association between mortality 

Vr'- ": ; ' • - '•! ■ • • -v;* v ^,,vv 

and smoking is very likely an artifact of biased sample selection. .(This * <! 
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-. Official reports on sacking and health contain little, if any, of : |^||| 
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the contradictory observations on •population : A number of official and Si* 

'‘ ' #:•• • v^- -• > 

semi-official reports have been produced through the Public Health Service. 

L • ; * . * r , ■' •. * • .■ >X .• ••.»'■ ’• ■ V i • •'■*' ■*■ ‘. i ' ... ' ^* v • •{» t*» . 1.1 ;• .-*»••• • \ • i. ’» :• rfvW 1 iV 
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These contain little, if-anyof, the. contradictory observations on popitla- 


tions. When such contrary evidence is pointed out during dis cussions'’ 
conferences, a number of stock answers are usually offered to explain "• 
away contradiction by referring to other, but unsubstantiated, observa- 
'tions, such as, "People in England smoke their cigarettes farther ’ ** '^^ fc ** IK 
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or, "There are more Seventh-Day Adventists in Los Angeles than in the rest 
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of the country" (Los Angeles has an extremely low lung cancer death rate). VXi^?/ 
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, These pronouncements have taken on semi-official sanction although there 

■-3 t; / • x .. . • ;■ . :. . .. v ; : /v ; 

,.is no particular evidence for them nor do they really' explain the contra- 

• diction in population data. .••'/-.' • •' '•"••;;• '• 

. r 7 ••. -•■..••- • • • 

• Disregard of relevant observations : Instances exist where claims are ©. ? 

* ---- 

■••*•' v • . .••••■,• \ 

made about a l ink between smoking and health that are quite contrary to ■, ' 

4 Ut 

the actual findings. They are rare; nevertheless, they do occur. One .vjdk- 
example is a publication by the National Center for Health Statistics " O v 
that concluded that smokers reported more diseases and disabilities than *'' ^ •" 
did non-smokers (9). Yet, an examination of the tables in the same publi- 
'cation eh crj that: • . 
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1# The Bmalle3t number of diseases and disabilities is 
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• ; ' V \\v'; : ; ; : .a is especially noteworthy because 12.6 per cent of male 
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3 ;’ Females'who smoke•• almost uniformly report fewer dis- V> 1 ; ; 
eases than do females who do not smoke. *.,■,-. ■': .X<r ..; ; . 1 
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*♦. While male smokers tend to report more diseases and 
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disabilities than do non-smokers for most disease 
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■categories in question, this relation was reversed 
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often enough to moke questionable any firm con¬ 
clusion. (15) ' . ••'• /■■■••'•;Xv'XX i? X V ' 




v v "jflHt 




•■ VI 

T»^.' ' 


rt nirect M Biological Evidence 
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There appears to be little, if any. experimental or laboratory demon- 




'. strati on that may be admitted as reliable biologibal evidence. There'have 


been innumerable studies exposing animals to cigarette smoke or intro¬ 
ducing cigarette smoke directly into the lungs of experimental animals. ' 
Hone of these studies have been able to produce lung cancer, although 
damage to lung tissue was shown in seme investigations. (But that damage 
is usually considered the result of the difficulties entailed in'the appro-' 
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priate experimental method.) It is remarkable that neither malignancies 


■ . v . ••' y- 

.'V-vV'.; 


X X v^l ind^JStrydocumfentsXcsf:'eXM^GXSS^^Xv^3S^ 


v ’if-.:'- > ♦' • * 


' ' ■ fc - t'"'- w' 


*.*»**• v • ■ .'jv' , „ ' > 


';0s0£.& 


••W:-.-- ' 

•v„v.•" 

V .*» ■ % 'r . 

vpEB 
'vf>^ '^ : '- 

'V' : r4v.7'.. 

■ * <> ' 


1 


■ -.• ,, - 35 - ..g ;.;■ 7 

nor emphysema vac ever produced In animals. One possible exception wi^it^S 
have been the recent Auerbach-Hommond claims. These claims were made • 
.'•..originally in a press conference and given vide publicity. The formal 
report based on that investigation had been refused publication in the 
Journal of the American Medical Association* before it vas published by 
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the Archives of Environmental Health early this year. However, the validity 




of the methods used by the authors is under dispute and they have refused.^^ ^^^ 
to release their data. ■ .''.'. y .• v >yf '"V yv " •> c: x_'•'■*. 

■ Microscopic examination of lung tissue has not yielded commonly-^ 
accepted criteria by vhich lungs of smokers can be discriminated from^ 
lungs of non-smokers. Most pathologists appear to agree that the lungs 
of smokers are indistinguishable from those of non-smokers, although 




some claim to be able to detect pre-cancerous changes in some lung tissues. 
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However, only one, Dr. Auerbach,'claims that there is a distinct differ- 

* '• ...... ‘ ' ‘ * ' 1 i'T- 1 , 

ence betveen lungs of smokers and non-smokers and has presented a set of 

■*.; * • V.. '» !■. • v. • . * •*’ >• 

. u s j _ _l u j _ . j rm_* i . - ivnn.. V M •' sL£r-fk 


slides in support of his claim. There is a possibility, hovever, that 

■■■ • .• 

his slides represent the lungs of individuals vith and without emphysema . 

SI 

vho also smoke or do not smoke rather than a difference betveen smokers 
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and non-smokers. The point is that no one has bothered to submit these 
important pathological.materials to stringent testing procedures. ' • 
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Reported in the Wall Street Journal . July 8 , 1970, page 15. 
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